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THE DEMPSTER: Managing the Road to Resources 


INTRODUCTION 


Begun as a part of the Conservative government's ''Road to Resources'' program 
in 1958, the Dempster Highway was built to provide access to the early 
promise of oil and gas in the Eagle Plains area of the Yukon Territory. 
Although the ultimate objective was a road extending to the Mackenzie Delta 
and the North Slope, work on the road languished with the unfulfilled 
promise of Eagle Plains. It was not until 1968 with the discovery of the 
Prudoe Bay field and the new prospect for oil] and gas in the Beaufort Sea 
that the work of pushing the road through to tidewater resumed in earnest. 


Completed and opened for use in 1979, the building of the Dempster can be 
viewed as a series of impulsive political responses to the promise of great 
hydrocarbon developments in northern Canada. 


Today the Dempster Highway stands as a mainstay of the Yukon Territorial 
Government's economic development program for the Beaufort. If the possi- 
bility of a Dempster corridor pipeline seems less likely in the face of the 
NEB approval for the construction of a pipeline from Norman Wells to Zama, 

the Dempster Highway remains, at least in the eyes of the territorial 
government, a road to resources between southern Canadian centres and Beaufort 
Sea hydrocarbon developments. More specifically, the Dempster is viewed as 
offering the means for servicing anticipated production-related facilities 

on the Yukon's North Slope. 


In its submission to the Panel, Y.T.G. has indicated its disappointment with 
the lack of attention given by the proponents to the Dempster Highway as a 
transportation link to the Beaufort. For instance, Y.T.G. remarked in 
response to the proponents’ EIS that: 


"There is a marked degree of ambivalence evident in the 
various sections of the EIS dealing with the potential use 
of the Dempster Highway. In succeeding paragraphs, one 
gets the sense that the Dempster will produce economic 
benefits for Yukon but that the use of the highway wil] be 
minimized, where possible, by industry. As a result, the 
overall impression left with the reader concerning the 
impact of transportation along the Dempster is far from 
clear. A more worthwhile approach in discussing this 
issue would have been to identify typical loads that have 
been moved up the highway in previous years and to esti- 
mate the volume of such materials required in the future, 
as well as additional volumes associated with development 
and production activities." 


Submission to the Beaufort Sea Environ- 
mental Assessment and Review Panel, 
Government of Yukon, February 1983, p. 7. 
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Y.T.G.'s response to the EIS can be heard as a mixture of disbelief and dis- 
appointment that the proposed use is less than imagined and that the related 
impacts can only be an underestimation given the potential that the Dempster 
is perceived to hold as a transportation link to Beaufort Sea production 
facilities. 


In its presentation to the Special Committee of the Senate on the Northern 
Pipeline regarding Hydrocarbon Developments North of Sixty, Y.T.G. asserted 
its support for an extensive northern transportation system: 


"The Government of Yukon intends to work as expeditiously 
as possible to update its existing transportation links to 
better serve the needs of Beaufort development. One 
example of this focus is the preliminary identification of 
a corridor between the Dempster Highway and Yukon's north 
coast that could be developed in the event of major shore 
facilities being established in that area."' 


Presentation by the Government of Yukon 
to the Special Committee of the Senate 


on the Northern Pipeline regarding Hydro- 


carbon Developments North of Sixty, 
September 9, 1902, p. 23. 


In addition, Y.T.G. has given its support to the development of harbour and 
aircraft facilities on the North Coast, with the cautious note that it: 

Mey. is mindful of the environmental impact of transporta- 
tion in the north, and it proposes to manage designated 
transportation corridors in a manner that will mitigate 
adverse environmental effects ...'"' 


Submission to Beaufort Sea Environmental 
Assessment and Review Panel, Government 


of Yukon, February 1983, p. 47. 


An understanding of government's approach to the management of transportation 
corridors in the north can be accomplished through an examination of the 
Dempster Highway Planning Project. As a conceptual assessment of management 
issues relating to the Dempster Highway corridor, it offers a case study of a 
government planning exercise that is timely and relevant to the concerns of 
the Panel. Presently, under public review, the Dempster Highway Planning 
Project stands as an indicator of government planning concerns for a trans- 
portation corridor that could’ be a major supply route for servicing North 
Slope production sites. The Panel, in assessing the ability of government to 
control Beaufort Sea oi] and gas developments, can find in the Dempster High- 
way Planning Project the strategies forwarded by government for managing the 
impacts of a highway to which a significant role is attributed by a territorial 
government interested in participating in Beaufort hydrocarbon development 

and production activities. As well, the Dempster planning exercise highlights 
the management considerations that will need to be addressed in discussions 
of a proposal for a road from the Dempster to King Point. 
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BACKGROUND 


While an assessment of the role the Dempster will play in Beaufort development 
may be an a priori conceptual exercise, the assessment of the Dempster's 
impacts and the formulation of a management strategy for mitigating these 
impacts are not. Prior to the 1970's, environmental impact studies were not 
conducted in the north. In the case of the Dempster, the decision to build it 
was made without an environmental assessment. Now we are faced with devising 
measures to deal with it. Irrespective of the effect that Beaufort development 
will have on the Dempster, the point stands that government planners are stil] 
confronted with regulating the highway's impacts after the fact of its con- 
struction. 


No consideration was given to the range of transportation options for the north 
that could limit the impact of development and which might have included not 
building the road. Rather, the benefits of the Dempster were tied to the 
prospective benefits of oil and gas at Eagle Plains and the Mackenzie Delta. 
The place and timing of development determined the routing and scheduling of 
the road. 


Options that might have included expanded barging and air transport services 
were never considered either from an economic perspective or a land use per- 
spective. In August 1979, Quadra and Trimac consultants published an economic 
benefit-cost analysis of the winter operation of the Dempster.? When consid- 
ering only operating costs - to the exclusion of capital costs and wildlife 
impacts (notably caribou) - they concluded that the winter operation of the 
road could not justify itself on an economic basis. In another vein, no con- 
sideration was ever given to a no-build option because of potential] land use 
conflicts with existing user groups. The viability of a traditional native 
renewable resource economy was never weighed as a factor against which the 
highway had to make its case. Native concerns were never addressed and the 
wilderness values of the area were never articulated. No formal or effective 
public hearings were held. Two task forces conducted brief trips through the 
north in 1965, 1967 and 1975 but no native communities were ever visited. 


Over a three-year period, beginning in 1976, a plan was prepared by the 
Northern Roads and Airstrips Division of DIAND for reducing the environmental 
impact of the highway. After consultation on a discussion paper and draft 
plan with government officials, native organizations and conservation 
organizations, the Dempster Highway Management Plan was completed in 1978. 


In response to the federal initiative and taking its lead from a commitment 
made to the Alaska Highway Pipeline Inquiry in 1977, the Yukon Territorial 
Government formed its own working group, excluding federal representatives, 
to formulate an interim management plan and long term management guidelines 
for the corridor. In the formulation of both the federal and territorial 
plans, the failure of the federal and territorial governments to consult with 
One another and co-ordinate their efforts is self-evident. In 1979, under 
the authority of the Area Development Ordinance, Y.T.G. implemented its 
interim plan through the Dempster Highway Development Area Regulations. 


» s _ 


While these regulations provided a means for the short term control of exist- 
ing land uses and proposed development initiatives, the plan itself did not 
rest upon a solid research base. In association with DIAND, a working group 
continued the planning process to develop a framework for a long term manage- 
ment strategy for the corridor. In August of 1983, the Dempster Hi ghway 
Corridor: Background Analysis and Management Recommendations and the Dempster 
Highway: Summary of Background Analysis and Revised Highway Corridor Manage- 
ment Suggestions were distributed for public review. They include "identified 
planning issues and concerns; a synopsis and analysis of available data; an 
evaluation of the planning area with respect to constraints to development 
and development pressures; and specific recommendations related to the issues 


and uses of the Dempster Corridor." (Background Analysis and Management 


Recommendations, p. 7.) 


At bottom, the formulation of management plans rests on the assumption that 
the impacts of the Dempster can be mitigated after the fact of construction. 
Much of the research that has provided insights into the environmental prob- 
lems of the highway owes more to pipeline generated research than to good 
highway planning per se. 


William MacLeod, in a study for the Canadian Arctic Resources Committee, 
observed: 


"lt is disheartening to think of the likely damage the high- 
way might have caused had this pipeline-related research not 
been carried out. Even with this information at hand, a 
number of special problems of the highway, such as the effect 
of traffic on caribou movements, remain as issues requiring 
further study. The attempts to formulate a management plan 
for the highway have taken place without deciding whether the 
environmental impact of the highway is acceptable and without 
basic knowledge of some of the environmental problems caused 
by the highway. It is not sufficient for the government to 
formulate a plan of action when there is no basis for saying 
whether the plan will be effective." 


William MacLeod, Northern Yukon: 
The Dempster Highway, CARC, 1960, 
pp. 39-40. 


THE DEMPSTER HIGHWAY PLANNING PROJECT AND MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 


(a) The Process 


In 1978, a Planning Proposal for the Dempster Highway Corridor was published 


by Y.T.G. outlining a planning process for the preparation of a Dempster 
corridor management plan. By definition, it was to be ''participative in 
style’, including a series of public ''open houses’ on policy issues and 
individual meetings with interest groups throughout the process. A Dempster 
Planning Committee composed of federal and territorial government officials 
was organized to supervise the interim plan, with the Renewable Resources 
Department of Y.T.G. assuming the legal responsibility for the preparation 
of an integrated resource management plan for the corridor. 
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To date, inter-governmental co-operation has been poor. The work of the 
planning committee has been fragmented and irregular; meetings have ranged 
from the infrequent to the non-existent. Any appearance of DIAND having 
an involvement in or knowledge of the planning exercise as it currently 
stands is absent. At best, a lack of co-ordination between the territorial 
and federal governments has been a common feature of the process. At 
worst, the planning exercise is the work of a territorial government 
granted responsibility by a disinterested federal government. As well, an 
early expectation for parallel management planning by the Government of the 
Northwest Territories and a co-ordinated planning effort between the two 
governments has. never been realized. The process continues the work of 
past exercises as an in-house, closed-shop approach to policy and planning 
development. - 


Public and community involvement has been absent in the development of 
management guidelines and recommendations. Only with the recent publication 
of the Dempster Planning Project's Management Recommendations has public 
input been solicited. Five years after the inception of the project, no 
indication has been given by the territorial or federal government as to 
where current management recommendations stand in respect of the announced 
process. With no clearly articulated formal process to which planning 
activities bear some relationship, the Dempster planning exercise unfolds as 
a series of ad hoc decisions in a process reportedly attempting to formulate 
management guidelines. The public is currently faced with responding to a 
planning appraisal and recommendations which hold no evident context or 
direction in the planning process. It is an example of how public concerns 
over land use considerations and environmental values can be compromised 
even in circumstances where no development proposals from industry have 

been presented or are pressing. 


(b) The Issues 


The two publications released by Y.T.G. in September 1983 offer different 
assessments of critical issues affecting the management of the Dempster. 
The Background Analysis and Management Recommendations (hereafter referred 
to as ''Management Recommendations'') is viewed by government as offering an 
appraisal that is solely that of its author. In contradistinction, the 
Summary of Background Analysis and Revised Highway Corridor Management 
Suggestions (hereafter referred to as "Revised Management Recommendations'') 
is said by Y.T.G. to represent the review and modification of the former 


document ''to reflect current government ideas in the management of the 
highway''. 


With the exception of the highway right-of-way, which Y.T.G. assumes respon- 
sibility for, all of the land in the Dempster corridor falls under federal 
jurisdiction. In 1978, Y.T.G. under the Area Development Ordinance desig- 
nated an area 16 km wide along the highway as a special protection zone. 
Designed to regulate development initiatives, the Dempster Highway Area 
Regulations protected the corridor area while a management plan was being 
prepared. Protective measures included prohibiting the discharge of fire- 
arms (banning hunting in the corridor) and restricting off-highway vehicle 
use. Although the federal government has recognized the authority of Y.T.G. 
to plan the corridor, it still maintains jurisdiction over the land. 
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The ''Management Recommendations" call for the continued enforcement of a no- 
hunting ban throughout the corridor '’to ensure continued use of this area by 
caribou and to maximize opportunities for wildlife viewing by non-hunters'! 
(p. 336). It suggests that, while a no-hunting zone could be less rigid 

and perhaps altered to reflect caribou use patterns and habitat character- 
istics, enforcement of a flexible zone system would be difficult given the 
manpower requirements and expense. 


The ''Revised Management Recommendations'' take a markedly different approach. 
They propose that caribou should be provided protection only in those areas 
regarded as essential for migration. Effectively this drops the hunting 

ban throughout the corridor. Protection of the caribou will be accomplished 
under the Wildlife Act and Regulations. As addressed above, the real 
difficulty with this approach is that of effective implementation of pro- 
tective measures through strict enforcement. At no point are these diffi- 
culties acknowledged or addressed, making the matter of implementation 
questionable at best. 


A radical departure in management policy and regulation is suggested in the 
"Revised Management Recommendations'' with the proposal to "revoke the 
Dempster Highway Area Regulations'' and ''manage the wildlife via the Wildlife 
Act through Game Management Zone and Subzone Control" (p. 39). The rationale 
provided asserts: 


"The Government continues to be under pressure to allow some 
non-native hunting within the corridor. The experience of 
the Department in implementing the Area Development Act has 
brought into question the legal authority of the Act to 
accomplish the desired wildlife objectives as well as con- 
trol land use within the highway corridor." 


(p. 39) 


This explanation speaks largely to the legal difficulty of controlling 
native hunting throughout the corridor. 


Controls on hunting the caribou herd are fundamental to any management plan 
for the corridor, as the highway has improved access to critical habitat 
areas. The long-standing difficulty is that of developing controls that 
are legally enforceable on the one hand and politically acceptable on the 
other. The territorial governments have no authority to formulate regula- 
tions restricting native people from hunting except in those instances 
where wildlife species are declared by the Cabinet endangered to the point 
of extinction. In that the Porcupine caribou herd is in no such danger, 
neither the federal nor the territorial government can effectively regulate 
all hunting of the land. 


While the Dempster Highway Area Regulations provided for a no-hunting ban 
throughout the corridor, they applied only to non-native hunters. 


In the face of native hunting in the corridor, the territorial government 
has been frustrated in its inability to regulate a total hunting ban. At 
the same time, non-native hunters have demanded increasing access to the 
hunting opportunities afforded by the Dempster. By responding with a pro- 
posal to revoke the Dempster Highway Area Regulations and replace them with 
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regulation under the Yukon Wildlife Act, the territorial government is 
effectively lowering the degree of environmental protection it has managed 
for in the past. It sidesteps the issue of regulating native hunting along 
the Dempster. If the legal authority of the Area Development Act was 
questionable with the hunting rights given native people under the Indian 
Act, the authority of the Wildlife Act is no less limited in the same 
regard. What the government does offer under the Wildlife Act are new 
Opportunities for non-native hunting. 


Early proposals for a ban on hunting and a freeze on development along the 
highway were forwarded by the Mackenzie Valley Pipeline Inquiry and the Alaska 
Highway Pipeline Inquiry. This was done with a view to providing time 
for the development of controls on hunting of the Porcupine caribou herd 
and the establishment of a strong management regime for control of critical 
habitat. Five years later, the ''Revised Management Recommendations'' appear 
to be abandoning this approach and compromising the related objectives. To 
recommend that ‘hunting should not be allowed in the immediate vicinity of 
the Dempster Highway'! ("Revised Management Recommendations", p. 50, 
Recommendation 57) is a vague step backwards from the & km ban presently 

in effect on either side of the highway. To limit caribou protection to 
migration routes (p. 45, Recommendation 26) is questionable at best with 
regard to enforcement of hunting regulations and management of large 
critical habitat areas. 


There is small comfort in the recommendation that a management plan should 
give ''consideration'' to all critical habitats (Ibid, p. 46, Recommendation 32) 
when the interim plan and the proposed ''Management Recommendations'' propose 
strong ''protection'' of these same areas (''Management Recommendations, p. 339, 
Recommendation 31). Similarly, there is little reassurance in the ''Revised 
Management Recommendations'' that provides for protection of Dall sheep 
populations under the Wildlife Act while proposing management strategies 
given to broad multiple uses (see p. 47, Recommendation 39). In contrast, 
the 'Management Recommendations'', noting the proximity to the highway of 
sheep habitat and the susceptibility of the sheep to disturbance, recommend 
exclusive use for "wildlife viewing by non-hunters"' and protection through 
"the continuation of the hunting ban! ("Management Recommendations", p. 344, 
Recommendation 38). 


Invoking the Wildlife Act as a replacement to the limitations of the Area 
Development Act, while providing for species-specific management strategies, 
fails to overcome and ultimately ignores the problem of regulating hunting 
throughout the corridor. In the face of government's inability to control 
native hunting under the Area Development Act, the Wildlife Act merely pro- 
poses to democratize the ''problem of priviledge'' by allowing non-native 
hunters new opportunities to hunt. At best, this ignores the problem of 
controlling hunting; at worst, it is exacerbated through a proposal for 
more hunting under an enforcement system that is highly questionable given 
the size of the area to be monitored and the manpower required. 


Both the '‘Management Recommendations’ and the ''Revised Management Recommen- 
dations't make but passing reference to the development of a caribou manage- 
ment plan and the setting of harvest quotas for native hunters from Alaska, 
Yukon and the Northwest Territories. To a great extent, any management 

plan will depend on a land claims settlement. But neither offer any con- 
tribution to the discussion of hunting controls and the relationship between 
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a caribou management board and the management regime for the Dempster 
corridor area. 


The revoking of the Area Development Act also implies that the territorial 
government will lose a large part of whatever authority it holds to control 
land use and protect wildlife habitat in the Dempster corridor. With federal 
ownership of corridor land, management of wildlife habitat is limited even 
under the Area Development Act for the territorial government. Although 
Y.T.G. has jurisdiction over wildlife management and authority to plan under 
the Area Development Act, its authority to manage corridor lands is less 
than clear. Nonetheless, in revoking the Area Development Act, the terri- 
torial government jettisons the only means at its disposal to control land 
use. The Wildlife Act is no substitute in this regard. Land use provisions 
in the Act all relate to protected habitat areas. Currently, three areas 

in the corridor have been designated ''protected habitat''. They are small in 
size and set aside to protect falcon nesting sites. No person has been 
charged with damaging protected habitat to date, so there has been no court 
decision on how effective these provisions are. By and large, anti- 
harassment provisions have been unenforceable. 


The proposal put forward in the ''Revised Management Recommendations" for 
control of land use suggests that the territorial government ''develop land 
use guidelines in conjunction with the federal government and encourage the 
federal government to apply these guidelines when issuing land use permits 
and leases for the corridor area'' (p. 39). The ability of the government to 
implement this recommendation is questionable given the poor co-operation 
and limited co-ordination that have characterized federal-territorial 
relations in the Dempster planning exercise to date. Without strong 
respect for and guidance from an area plan, the Territorial Land Use 
Regulations hold little promise for effective protection of wildlife 
habitat in the corridor. Acknowledged as an ad hoc reactive approach to 
land use management, the Territorial Land Use Regulations would fall well 
short of meeting the integrated resource management requirements of the 
area; rather, they allow for small, incremental developments to proceed, 
often without a permit. 


The Area Development Act offers the territorial government closer scrutiny 
than the Territorial Land Use Regulations. Indeed, the Dempster Highway 
Area Regulations require a permit for any activity in the territory 
(excepting those associated with trapping and hunting operations). Again, 
they are limited by the narrow authority they hold on the federal lands of 
the corridor area. 


These jurisdictional concerns extend to the issue of arterial road con- 
struction off the Dempster and the matter of how a management plan for the 
corridor will control use of roads extending through and beyond the planning 
area. The failure of the territorial governments to achieve a co-ordinated 
effort in the planning of the Dempster does not bode well for other trans- 
jurisdictional planning exercises related to northern roads. 


Both the ''Management Recommendations'’ and the ''Revised Management Recommen- 
dations" beg the question of need for and the specific control of arterial 
roads off the Dempster. They both propose that: ''design and construction 
of new roads off of the highway should be controlled. If possible, access 
should be limited to winter roads and to areas where impacts will be 
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minimized. The route selection should avoid designated constraint areas'! 
("Revised Management Recommendations", p. 42, Recommendation 13). Such an 
approach suggests a duplication of many of the oversights that marked the 
construction of the Dempster Highway. In recommending the need to "'control'' 
arterial roads, no strong consideration is given to a ''no-build' option. 

The concern here is how to best build a road given environmental constraints. 
At no point is the issue of not building the road entertained. At no point 
is it suggested that controls may fall short of mitigating the impacts of 
road construction and use on wildlife and wildlife habitat. No mention is 
given to the consideration of the costs and benefits of a range of trans- 
portation alternatives to spur road developments. No reference is made to 
the social costs and land use conflicts that may result from such develop- 
ment. In failing to address these concerns, current management recommenda- 
tions suggest we have learned little from having ignored such issues in the 
building of the Dempster. 


Potential land use conflicts will continue to increase along the Dempster 

if clear decisions are not made respecting priority uses and related 
management objectives. The construction of the Dempster represented a 

major intrusion into the traditional renewable resource economy. There is 

no reason to doubt that increasing tourist use of the highway would not 
represent the same. Current management recommendation in proposing increased 
tourist use of the corridor only thinly address how this will impact on 
native land use and communities, as well as spur road developments. 


Although the ''Revised Management Recommendations'’ propose the designation of 
the corridor as a "priority area for tourism' (p. 54, Recommendation 77), 
little discussion is given to how the requirements of tourism use will be 
maintained in the face of increasing industrial use with Beaufort develop- 
ment. It is observed that "by 1985, the hauling of Yukon-produced barite 
to the Beaufort Sea area via the Dempster could require an additional 10 to 
20 trucks per day'' (Ibid, p. 37). The only mention given to tourism- 
commercial use conflict is the suggestion that traffic volumes and compo- 
sition be monitored on an ongoing basis and ''proposed changes in land use 
in the corridor should be reviewed to determine that potential impact on 
the tourism experience. Conditions for development should be set where 
required." (p. 56) 


Again, this approach begs the question of whether commercial/industrial 

uses of the road can indeed be compatible with tourist use, Given the control 
that will be required of tourist use alone, in the face of wildlife and 
habitat requirement and the needs of local communities, the cumulative 

impact of two types of development may simply be unacceptable. This in 

turn will involve some hard choices between tourist and industrial uses in 
the corridor. 


The effectiveness of the Territorial Land Use Regulations or the Area 
Development Ordinance to protect the environment and control land use in 
the absence of a management plan will be limited and short-sighted. 
Without a well-defined management plan that commits itself to some clear 
decisions on land use priorities and wildlife management objectives, 
management guidelines will be inadequate in controlling the impacts of the 
Dempster itself, let alone proposed uses and development that carry with 
them new impacts. Success in formulating and implementing a plan seeking 
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to mitigate the Dempster's impacts after the fact of its construction 
depends wholly on the political will organizing itself in a concerted 
effort. Until that is accomplished, there is little hope that the pro- 
posed impact of Beaufort hydrocarbon developments on the Dempster can be 
properly assessed. 


1% 


CONCLUSIONS 


Managing the Dempster for the impacts of proposed hydrocarbon develop- 
ments in the Beaufort requires the existence and implementation of a 
management plan that clearly demonstrates its ability to mitigate 
existing impacts brought about by the construction of the highway. 

Not until this is accomplished can Beaufort related impacts be 
properly assessed and addressed. 


An effective management plan for the Dempster Highway can only be 
formulated and implemented with the co-operation and co-ordination of 
planning activities between the federal and territorial governments. 


The authority of a Dempster Management Plan will require the ful] 
support of the federal and territorial governments. To the extent that 
the corridor remains federal land, the federal government must either 
recognize the authority of the territorial government to plan and 
manage the area under the Area Development Ordinance or assume that 
responsibility itself under the Territorial Land Use Regulations. In 
either case, the regulatory mechanism must respect the integrity of 

the plan. 


The Dempster Planning Project requires a process that is open and 
public. It requires a clear definition of process if it is to be 
respected and if public input is to be informed. 


The proposal by the Government of Yukon to revoke the Dempster Highway 
Area Regulations and manage the corridor under the Wildlife Act would 
remove from government its ability to control land use in the area. 
The proposal to abandon a no-hunting zone throughout the corridor 

and manage wildlife through flexible zoning systems would be largely 
unenforceable, given the manpower requirements and expense. 


The implied suggestion that non-native hunting will be permitted in 
the corridor is advanced without any proposal for mechanisms that can 
effectively regulate native and non-native hunting throughout the 
corridor. 


A Dempster Management Plan must give full consideration to the place 
of a Porcupine Caribou Management Board in any planning mechanism for 
the area. 


Spur road developments off the Dempster must be subject to comprehensive 
planning prior to construction. Consideration must be given to alter- 
native plans and options for meeting the problems of impacts, including 
the option of not building the road. Other transportation options 

need to be considered that weigh the economic costs and benefits, the 
social costs, the environmental impacts,and land use conflicts that 

may result from such development. 
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